Carl Elefante email of 12/15/09 that served as basis for discussion on
Working Group’s study scope. (Agenda |Item #3 on 12/16/09)

Havi ng read the enmmils over the past week, | thought it would be usefu
for me to add anot her perspective. As an architect, ny job is to
synthesi ze lots and lots of technical information that others

understand better than ne. | find nyself in this situation with the W)
Conmmittee as well. People frequently go to the trouble of paying ne
for nmy perspective, so I'll assume that it will be useful here, too

| suggest we focus on the goals of the Coomittee. W have been charged
by the County Council to analyze the water quality issues in the 10
Mle Creek watershed to hel p them nake a deci sion about the Stage 4
devel opnent under the d arksburg Master Plan. They are trying to
determi ne the best action of four:

approve further devel opnent wi thout additional conditions
approve further devel opment with additional conditions

take "other |and use" actions

defer action pending additional study
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It is reasonable to ask ourselves: "As a Council nenber, what

i nformati on would I want to have at ny disposal to make a judgnent on
the protection of water quality in 10 Mle Creek?" |In the |anguage
use professionally, this question requires that we determine the
appropriate "scope" of the Commttee's study. Here are ny thoughts
about defining a sufficient study scope.

Per Joyce's and Dusty's outlines, the first step is to docunent the

exi sting conditions in the watershed. Although we have touched on nany
aspects of this, | do not believe we have taken this to concl usion

The Conmittee report that goes to the Council should succinctly
sunmmari ze the foll owi ng, at |east:

* What has been devel oped in C arksburg to date? Wat "triggers"
t hat have been nmet to bring about consideration of Stage 4 devel opnent?
Whi ch of these triggers has inpact on water quality? (Any? Are the
triggers and water quality unrelated? How could the quality of 10 Mle
Creek have been dimnished if the triggers have been net?)

* What is the Stage 4 Master Plan? What factors in the Stage 4
Mater Plan affect water quality? On ny list are at |east the
fol | owi ng:

o} | ocation of devel opnent in the watershed

i mper vi ousness of devel oprent

aqui fer recharge in devel oped condition

riparian buffers

forest cover

VWhat are the water quality conditions in 10 Mle Creek? (I
woul d expect to see clear nmapping of where water quality neasurenents
have been made and when. Can this information provide any insight into
why previous devel opment reduced water quality?
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Agai n, per Joyce's and Dusty's outlines, the next step is to study
water quality protection neasures and their relevance to the 10 Mle
Creek watershed. | see this as needing to address two topics:

* water quality regulations (As we know, these are undergoing a
substantial change in Maryl and; therefore, we need to docunent:)

o} VWhat regul ated water quality in the previous Stages of



devel opnent in C arksburg?

o} What changes to the regulations will affect Stage 4 devel oprent
and how?
o] In [ight of the Stage 4 Master Plan, which regul ated water

quallty i ssues are of greatest concern? |east concern?

wat er quality best practices (Here to, we know that practice
has
changed substantially over the past fifteen years; therefore, we need
to

docunent :)

o} What water quality best practices were used in the previous

St ages of devel opnent in C arksburg?

o] What changes to best practices will affect Stage 4 devel opnent
and how?

o] In light of the Stage 4 Master Plan, which water quality best

practices have the greatest potential to inprove protection? |east
potential ?

While | agree with Dusty's observation that these questions need to be
addressed over tinme, | think |ooking at pre-devel opnent, during

devel opnent and after reaching full devel opnent tineline should be done
in the context of studying regul ations and best practices, not as the
primary organi zing principle.

Agreeing in part with both Diane's and Dusty's points, the Comittee
nmust al so study | and use practices. In ny view, it is beyond the
ability of the Conmttee to study "devel opnent scenarios" per se. (M
experience is that sinply creating straw man devel opment scenari os
woul d require thousands of dollars of consultant tinme.) On the other
hand, it is very inportant to review the |and use scenario represented
by the Sate 4 Master Plan and assess its potential inpacts on water
quality. W also know that MNCPPC is in the process of re-witing the
zoni ng ordi nance and conducting master planning in several comunities
t hroughout the County. W should understand how well the Stage 4 plan
aligns with emerging thinking on land use in the County. The follow ng
needs to be studied:

* In Iight of new water quality regul ati ons and best practi ces,
what el enents of the Stage 4 Master Plan are of greatest concern? | east
concern?

* What changes in | and use policy under study at MNCPPC have
rel evance to the character of devel opnent proposed in Stage 47
* What best practices in |land use have rel evance to Stage 4?

In ny view, it is nore inportant for the Committee to develop a study
that provides the Council with clear and conci se anal ysis that

illum nates the nost relevant topics for the Council than to reach
consensus on a series of recomendations. The Council is a body of
experi enced decision makers. It is my hope that the Committee will
hel p them make an i nforned decision about water quality in 10 Mle
Creek. |If we can reach consensus, all the better



